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QUESTIONS) PRESENTED

X stipulated into a polygraph polygraph results S'housed Obv/ouS
error and did not Comp/y Jurth Ohio e V ‘ dence Rule fOSL (c) . But th&re ouas no 
Objection -ho it at trial. X missed ft and mu Attorney missed it. Also X have 
evidence, that X have tbhiD diagnoses' sin ad x cuas akid. xt Somt one miss a 
error does that make a, error rightoues ? xt Someone dent get caught sweating 
does that make, rh rightoues?

Also x presented the error on Direct Appeal as plain e,rror and Seri- a Copy "ho 
'the -trial CourtX Fought it all the uuay to the Federal Court. My tight to a Fair 
Trial is a Constitutional right ? e , .

This polygraph Test- shouuecf obvious error. The polygraph exammters asked me am 
X acrtizen at Canada and X said yes, But the ansoudr cuas Found non deceptive , But 
it is obvious X am a citizen at U.S.A. Xs this a obvious error? The Tory uu«s 
Mis lead. Xs this not a Fair Trial?
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix B to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ;or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix_____ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

1.



JURISDICTION

[V] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was F&L r?2; 2.02ZL

iyf No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
, and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ____________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix_______

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
______________________ , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

2.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
£+h and /*/** ■Am*susfme,n+J' O-P U*S. ConJr+'+irF'ion 

g+h Am€.nc/mesr4~ o-p 0,S. Cons+/~hu+ian 

Due process 
Fv(\d<Lrocf\-Fa.\ 
fiiah+i* Fa.fr 'Trial 
Ohio Evidence. Buie ~70X(c)

3,



SPoche m e~nrbs oP+he. Case cuid Face’s

This case Purrs on Phe. 7"esPlmon v oPa claim QuiPness mho¥■

impeachmenP and. n polygraph e.xamtsiti-f-tan 

raP span a! up Pa Rule. ~7A2fc \ oP Phe Ohio Rules oP evidence. - 

This rsLuse. hecjan as an IndlcPrnesrP. Pvr agj

a ^un SpeclPlcaP-lon and a.^<jr'cLS/arhed Rohhej-y.

Indle~bmes)P (jlr.aP/*/). The maPPe.r proceeded Phroc/yA

PrePrlals and Hearings and €,venp-ua.(ty CuImi/iaP^d In cl Jury Prig/

hey Inn In tj on Apr// fH ; 2-0!^ (j^r. ap t ) .

The, mapper proceeded Proubled Phrnuah mcost sPanP PesPtmanyf

-hhjL parPles made P~he.lr arjue,menPs and -Me maPPer resuiPed in

Ci pullPy VcrdlcP on Apr// 2. / . 2.0 IP (Tr. art Ho). The. Tory -found rwz-

me Pa 33

cuhlch UJOisIdSuPPtred

pp~d. Murder /*j iPpra. i/a

TJP 6>e.aar uulpp anf
various’

L/isvnnr-P&p.ve. ^ ulHy crPa/f CharyrS The. CnurP SenPenced

years' Pr> I IPe /Je/ry-, Tr. arh IS.'j .______________________________

SupparPln^ -fhe. CnnulcPlon and S'enPr.nce. Phe C~>ai/emnnenP relied

largely on phe 7"> rJ-P/viony ofio c/a fsnedeye. ujlPress mho Su-fPered

remark a Lie 7nnpe.ac/imerrP ord Phe poiyyrap

Lopre,<H~li -frnnn Phe Rurpr.u rrfi Crimina l TZni/gSp/gaPIr,ns____

(jrr.iL+ f e-f svy : JZ^St e-h ) . The UjlPnesiS Aaron T'rtpl&pplr 

nnn/iy ■r.SSenPla.Ily s uuclS PPad~

CO - berPendanP* {-ran Kle. Phudson Jr uj/iJ* berth Phe JPflorrPerS

m Phe fy\<L-hher (j~r, aP ?-S'/ ePS&£^. AleA/rrPhe /e,SS Aaron __

TrlplePP's 7~gs-hlnoony cuaS S'ubJprP Po Impeachmesrf- or)

/v\u j+lple. (e- vels._______________________________ -___________________

A e.X’am/ner AAlchae. /

7es±l /vjg. and my

v„



ContinuedStatements nttke. Case, and Fcuchs

he. rgc/fti/a^'A CLr.nndtncj to 1~o 'Trip fp.tt’s OLun Test!many

p'nns'idena-hon tn the ~fbrm o-F /mm un 7ty dram any Pros'ec-ution

In the hnm7c,/de or dru<j tranS a.otfnn that uunre, cut

/Jjyg . (jr. a+ 3.5r<i-38ri.)

fnc.a.s7staat statementsone tur d,

2.0 ft da.te.erP the^ bhm/c./de tn eafe*suj tn pot foe ,

/nvo lve.me.nt and than one, fishes* Con-Pl7crh/n^ almost 2 y ecu's

la.tes'. The Second StcTtement Came. a.-rten ~7~n/nfeH-b htmse.fpf ouaS

i/n/yi' feurtedO.S "the. /vlurdene.r' P77~. art 35/7),

More ayes' Triplett ma.de tmn

then T^Ag SeptemLentLjtS o.

Denying any

¥
~fhe pplyjnaph ■ejcajvihnen Mt'cha.e.l Lop rest*, o~P the BuPe.aU 

op rsf/yilnal ins/pst/^atons (Rc~C j ^77". ad- 2.5‘tf.e-f. seg.J

Lnpre.st7 UsaS /x ywly^raphey' dvr Ff.Sl. He did a St7pu fated

an es,am7nat7nnthat u;,mi/lCC *3-Ci

d Detense. enter into a. ft point 

pjeam 7/i/it7n/i -

L •ton an

*ty n-P the.m7SSdL b 7//as•&.

Uuho/A/ tnadmisscLhle.Pnjyejra.pL £Xa.nn/nait/artS’ be/ntj

(^j/thnut Such an a_

~Th/S polygraph hou

the proSed d~/nn 

Uihat toutdmake, the. cn7nad-fon r&! table VesSuSL

Y
ejreement (j~r. at 2Tf 2 /)

l P-\/PS'i /A /olS 7Qlt -fir rPert osid/j/lO

/OfWP,/' !a id nut a C./ect r- , st&ndand dor

Un re. i/a bte / Pr7or tv ten d’Cr j no // 7ntn e,s/7desui.e febyGenenilty^ 

A/at (j nth st-anrh np the tvrecymntj •

S^rtcu3.c.e_.C^rne tv. _Le.__Qsupnx7)_.__

the don \/7rd~ft-in and

5.



S'"ha.-h&fYi&/)~fcs‘ <rf -Hie. CcLSe and Fachs' donrluyued

dzlS'O (aj i-j-hnij-j- ~f~he- ■e.rror^ r /n'f’hfs' Pa p<1

hg\/e k

Frank.! e. Huds'an dr

IdJOU

-found nfi-hgut IFy iJusd like, my Co - dedkndanF

aJl Charges'

e.p n

d no-F jui/Fy on

-derfenda/H- Frankie Hudson Jrs Tr/*./ Tr.

od ysi un

(Co4) _ __

in FTune.. 2,0IS,f

Ca<re. Ms* Jlo!icanisty____________

When JC had CnunSef Ahy^- Card 

db*- bis+rtch c*our4- trPoLppeeds" a-Pohio !r a-f~Fi r mcl-/•/on and he.

(Tpp4»a /*>d dn dh'.r C/PUr4-. He Fifed A-ppeaf a.nd A\e,nnortLnd, 

in iVvppnrF indhl^T Flnar-F Manch 1X5j ^2OlC._______________________

ahrb - Senes' h e a fedcurt9

unn

Carrhahet- S 2.0/7 ^ Filed a. Federal Ha h&ajs Corpus in Fkz 

Un /"fed S'f-a-f-e_y /)/ rrf-r f r-.-h Crn/rF NorFhern UiSFri r~h o~P Oh/Q „ JC~b uuaS

de.nl ed 2,0X1.

sF -for CerFlFf rad-e o-P crppea /a.k f f /Fy rn FfuFiled a. re£ue

( in IFed sFaFe. r- C:o(jr+F rrP Appenfs' -for Fhe SlxFh Cl mu IF * JUF uJdS 

dented February J2.2/ "3.02.1Z r__________________________________ __________
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
Tht fiUeqed Errors of Evidence. rule, i m pa.crhed my’trial and the. Xdryir verdict.

X presented the Constrtu-tiona.1 error In the state courts.
X order to Sat! sty the. fair presentart, on reguicement a habeas pet!tlaner muj 

present both the -factual and /cyaf anderpinnlnoS of his ciaJms to the Jtrche Courts.
Me Means V. Brloano/ 32.B F.3d €~tt ,C8f (ftheir.Stood) X fairly presented my claim in 
fh^ stv.tc Courts and X did Exhaust remedies prior to raising claims In the. federal 
habeas Corpus proceedings and X presented- my claim t> the state Courts under the.

+uJrv in ushlch ta--h&r arest^feU in FecU-ra.! Court- 
ApZH+:J^ «/j+ preset his chums ~h -Me. s~bu+e Coor+s Cons+.+xrhon^i

,ssuet Xn d^termmjno ^etherapet,r^>n f> d^{ habeas Court should Consider 
alert the Strcte Court* to ts federal natur^aj e^p/6/;^ Constitutional analysis /rJriXXistasr.X.*i tj

Conduct a four - Step anafys, /yujju be excused Meupm V. Smith, ~?S5 F. 3-d ^3-£>

AU'O X. S+U* cxuH- WCC ertfeAceJ counse.! -Ac * ^

%zrsxtime ouhen Such error Could have keen avo, ^tSX X0/0 WZ. 375?/*/ at * 5 (f*h C>r.Feb-t,*c

Second part of the Mauptn Ti- W- tw* , olaln error on it's Merits.

teltim the truth* 7%S resulted m my not having a ,, , /uxj. c.xcusirva the. default **04,11 result In
z% -/« overcame a (mi). X Supp,em^eJ

a fundamental miscarnaae of justice.. C ©/«/»« ^c 'X«stu*.l innocence and Xam a. Innocent man Suffering

ZxttuZ pursuant tv O.R.c. XtS3.XI. r^yht In the arantlna of a U)r,t of habeas Corpus

tv damply uulth rale- ^ostc) afohlo ruhsof eytdence.. Ths had an /™P0J^nf$tr“f1 ^9^ ^T-U^
£ hot nave a fair trial. This also impacted my innocents 6ecause U>rth -M 3^'^'*?.*?™’ 
Unreliability andinaccuracy ofthz folyymph rlsuHs X uuouiJ have been tbundnotyutt+y hKemy

Co-defendant Frankie Hudson jr.

Same

7.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
Fvlden fio^ry ruh'nas do “form ~hhe basis -Por a. ConsfiTuTtonal cIcluvi because The 

C,qht Tt> Con fr on faction erf Ad vers e w/tn eSS in cuhich polygraph examiners ts under 
The Qth Amendment, Also improperly Conducted and Admitted Evidence Cary impate 
+he. Jurv's- verdict and tee mqhT to cl Ta.frtefte cuhtch AmounTS to true. processt 

ite.nl under tee 5th and W+h Amend metes and Fond+menta-t Fairness amounts to VuLtocl f +oo Th^l Am.ndm^ «rt urjxr th, O.S. ConMo-tlon .

Comply cute Ohio R ulkstefvidcncer Jfj olvhusly^nol^trfe and this yes eursooenuJast^nd

XT uuas reminded cuycL-.n m The HaUas J ' Jf r alloujlnc polygraph Tote re.suITs In State of
The, Ohio Supreme Court ou*r * J p „/ +L? Ohto Supreme Coute also ruoted outThtZoZJThl itfrLf^^ffupr^ ^Wftoming *&%»*-£*+*

> f-s-c p id ms ,f we Seeno reason tuhty the poty^r*.ph expert should he treated
(Wyo. 11*17), SGS r. Td 1 * -il.-, That The polygraph deals uuith mind andin any more restepte, fromCrnsiderllio  ̂&/yf Other
' reactions should net Subject •t to . ,. / tee. expertise of psychiatrists and

moony of a Scientific jaturC^JZZssZstZnce To'The, Jury-b explore The my teem e^s' fffte 
pSycholo/itesTv furnish advice, and a AptenSe Medical doctors are regularly Called to
mmd ouirh respite to mental dresses as adc ^ gruestions of a Complex, physical
Qst,TY a.stvtb "‘rT!ja+A ^£+SthfLSffab!/at ion crP4^ tria-ljuJ«e toprotect-+UZTorors

;n iU -trial Tudve tv d,s«.Uouj -the evidence yn /^<r7a) 350 F. Supp.tO. The -frial JuLein rij,CASe

rT* «•*' «*■ — - *

because state'/Lie of evidence Concerni*j expert testimony oad caused me

in accordance. tuiTh The PeUvate ruiesof Evidence. * w state v Souef case. if states polygraph
Supreme Court precedent Tt Support pay derm . Xn tee. (,q6Y) 33y u.S. 757. 7€H• This Means 

0„'d*AC* is ^essentially Teteimon ia if See, (sohmerber V. Oy(rhrn,a.{Jl6G)S^ u.j. J 1 Ztehtte Tte

-jlsrvts vend! cfy Brecht- V.-Abrahamsan SOT U.S. dt G3f, H3 S. Crh. I7J0,1X3 L, Ed. ^.d3 C %-)

Tifl'f't""! iffrx, dsstef. w, 131L a. J m (ms). n,,,,,rX,,
Pcttifuio, fair frid Sultear\tia.Hy affected my TUry's verdict 
7 TiJe is it Ira g* circuit pr-o cedent tv support anattaranjk. ofmyclair,.
Habeas corpus only cohere fylolaTion oPa. staTds evidentiary rule *£%**£!%!?? ■sf/f/Vf'
fairness and. therelfor a, deAiaJ of due process''. Cooper v. Souddns $37 F 2d 28H,^-ST Cteh Circuit 1988)

body 1
vJffe

because of The dena l
oJ

There, is
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

LarYux^r

Apr, i 2.022Date: f

9.


